| 'REPYORT‘DOCUMENTATION PAGE

Form Approved
OMB No. 0704-0188

Public reporting burden for this collection of m{ormatlan is estimated to average 1 hour par response, mdudmg the time for reviewing instructions, searching data sources,

galhering and mainlaining the data needed, and completing and reviewing the collsclion of information. Send comments regarding this burden astimate or any ather aspect of this colleclion
of Information, Including suggestions for redudng this burden 1o Washington Headquarters Service, Directorate for Information Operations and Reporls

1215 Jetierson Davis Highway, Sulle 1204, Adington, VA 22202-4302, and lo the Office of Management and Budget,

Paperwork Reduction Project {0704-0188) Washingion, DG 20503,

PLEASE DO NOT RETURN YOUR FORM TO THE ABOVE ADDRESS.

3. DATES COVERED (From - 70)

Marine Corps University
2076 South Street -
Quantico, VA 22134- 5068

1. REPORT DATE (DD-MM-YYYY) 2. REPORT TYPE ' _
04042011 Master of Mllltary Studies Fiesearch Paper September 2010 - April 2011
T TITLE AND SUBTITLE §a. CONTRACT NUMBER
No Compromise: Establishing Balance in the US Army’s Approach to N/A-
Full-Spectrum Warfare T AT
N/A A
B¢, PROGRAM ELEMENT NUMBER
N/A
6. AUTHOR(S) 5d. PROJECT NUMBER
John C. Welch N/A
Major, US Army
S 5e. TASK NUMBER
N/A
- ' 5i. WORK UNIT NUMBER _
, N/A
7. PERFORMING ORGANIZATION NAME(S) AND ADDRESS(ES) 8. PERFORMING ORGANIZATION
USMC Command and Staff College : RIE/ZORT NUMBER

9. SPONSORING/MONITORING AGENCY NAME(S) AND ADDRESS(ES)

N/A

10. SPONSORIMONITOR S ACRONYM(S)
N/A :

11. SPONSORING/MONITORING
AGENCY REPORT NUMBER

N/A

12. DISTRIBUTION AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

Unlimited

ATy T Ry
13. SUPPLEMENTARY NOTES
N/A

14. ABSTRACT

Rather than accepting a mutuaIIy excluswe approach to elther countermsurgency or high mtensnty confiict as a doctrinal
construct; the US Army must reinvest in the development of agile leaders, at every echelon, who possess the technical
and tactical proficiency to wage war with the full extent of national military power at their disposal, yet also possess the
| situational awareness and exposure to the principles of counterinsurgency required to adapt to either environment. Just
as the United States Army must adopt a comprehensive doctrinal approach to full-spectrum warfare that can
accommodate both the principles of counterinsurgency and high-intensity conflict, it must aggressively pursue the
deVeIopment of an agile leadership culture that can operate across the full range of military operations.

15, SUBJECT TERMS

116, SECURITY CLASSIFICATION OF: '

a;REPORT b. ABSTRACT |c. THIS PAGE

Unclass Unclass Unclass

e
17. LIMITATION OF

ABSTRACT
w

A .
18. NUMBER

OF PAGES
23

19a. NAME OF RESPONSIBLE PERSON

Marine Corps University / Command and Staif College -

19h. TELEPONE NUMBER (Include area code)
(703) 784-3330 (Admin Office)

. Standard Form 298 (Rev. 8-96)



INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING SF 298

1

1. REPORT DATE. Full publication date,
including day, month, if available. Must cite at
lest the year and be Year 2000 compliant, e.g.,
30-06-1998; xx-08-1998; xx-Xxx-1998.

2 REPORTTYPE State the type of report, such
as final, technical, interim, memorandum, '
master's thesis, progress, quarterly, research,
special, group study, etc.

DATES COVERED. Indicate the time during

- which the work was performed and the report

was written, e.g., Jun 1897 - Jun 1998;1-10 Jun

1996; May - Nov 1998; Nov 1998.

4. TITLE. Enter title and subtitle with volume
number and part number, if applicable. On

classified documents, enter the title classmcatlon

in parentheses

5a. CONTRACT NUMBER. Enter all contract
" numbers as they appear in the repott, e.g.
F33615-86-C-5169. ‘ ,

5b. GRANT-NUMBER. Enter all grant numbers
as they appear in the report, e.g.
1F665702D1257.

5¢. PROGRAM ELEMENT NUMBER. Enter all

program.element numbers as they appear in the
report, e.g. AFOSH 82-1234.

_5d. PROJECT NUMBER. Enter al project
numbers as they appear in the report, e. g
1F665702D1257; ILIR. ‘ ,

. 5e, TASK NUMBER. Enter alltask numbers as
they appear in the report, e.g. 05; RF0330201;
T41 12

" 5f, WORK UNIT NUMBER. Enter all work unit -
numbers as they appear in-the report, e.g. 001;
AFAPL30480105.

6. AUTHOR(S). Enter name(s) of person(s)
responsible for writing the report, performing the
research, or credited with the content of the

'report The form of entry is the last name, first
name, middle initial, and additional qualifiers
separated by commas, e.g. Smth, Richard, Ji.

7. PERFORMING ORGANIZATION NAME(S)
AND ADDRESS(ES). _Self-explanatory.

-~

- 8. PERFORMING ORGANIZATION REPOlRTt

NUMBER. Enter all unigue alphanumeric report
numbers assigned by the petforming
organization, e.g. BRL-1234; AFWL -TR-85-
4017-Vol-21-PT-2.

9. SPONSORING/MONITORS AGENCY
NAME(S) AND ADDRESS(ES). Enter the name -
and address of the organization(s) financially -
responsible for and monitoring the work.

10. SPONSOR/MONITOR'S ACRONYM(S).
Enter, if available, e.g. BRL, ARDEC, NADC.

_11. SPONSOR/MONITOR'S REPORT

NUMBER(S). Enter report number as assigned

_by the sponsoring/ monitoring agency, if

available, e.g. BRL-TR-829; -215.

12. DISTRIBUTION/AVAILABILITY
STATEMENT. Use agency-mandated

availability statements to indicate the public .
availability or distribution limitations of the report.

_ If additional limitations/restrictions or special

markings are indicated, follow agency
authorization procedures, e.g. RD/FRD, =
PRCPIN, ITAR, etc. Include copyright
information.

- 13. SUPPLEMENTARY NOTES. Enter

information not included elsewhere suchas:
prepared in cooperation with; translation of;
report supersedes; old ed|t|on number etc.

14. ABSTRACT A brief (approximately 200
words) factual summary of the most significant
Information.

15. SUBJECT TERMS. Key words or phrases
identifying major concepts in the report. |

16. SECURITY CLASSIFICATION. Enter
security classification in accordance with
security classification regulations, e.g. U, C, S,
etc. If this form contains classified information,
stamp classification Ievel on the top and bottom

_ of this page.

17. LIMITATION OF ABSTRACT. This block
must be completed to assign a distribution -
limitation to the abstract. Enter UU (Unclassified

_ Unlimited) or SAR (Same as Report). An entry in
-this block is necessary if the abstract isto be

limited.

OTARMARN FADRM AAA PBoal. /Mo, niam




United States Marine Corps

Command and Staff College

' Marine Corps University

: 2076 South Street
Marine Corps-Combat Development Command
~ -Quantico, Virginia 22134-5068

MASTER OF MILITARY STUDIES ) o

No Compromise: ,
Estabhshmg Balance in the US Army s Approach to F ull-Spectrum Warfare

SUBMIITED IN PARTIAL FULFILLMENT |
OF THE REQUIREMENTS FOR THE DEGREE OF
- MASTER OF MILITARY STUDIES

" Major John C. Welch

United States Army
. CAY 10-11 :

: Mentor and O%)}ze @fﬂ%ﬁ er RobertB Bruce Ph. D
Approved;. /%/{ .
Date f‘?é/ /. f"‘ 20/ /

Oral Defe’nse Mltte Mexﬁbel Mark H. T acobsen Ph.D.-
Approved: e, ,

Date;_ 5,3»/\#20//



Executlve Summary

Tltle No Cornprom1se A Balanced Approach to Irregular Warfare and High- Intens1ty
- Conflict . , o

Author:'Major John C. Welch, United States Army

‘ Thes1s Rather than acceptlng a mutually-excluswe approach to e1ther counterrnsurgency
or high-intensity conflict as & doctrinal construct, the US Army must reinvest in the

- development of agile leaders, at every echelon, who possess the technical and tactical
proficiency to wage war with the full extent of national military power at their disposal,
yet also possess the situational awareness and exposure to the prrnc1p1es of
counterrnsurgency requlred to adapt to either environment.

Discussion: Just as the United States Army must adopt a comprehensive doctrinal
approach to full-spectrum warfare that can accommodate both the principles of
counterinsurgency and hi gh -intensity conflict, it must aggressively pursue the

"development of an agile leadership culture that can operate across the full range of

military operations. Although the Army’s development and implementation of
counterinsurgency doctrine has led to sharp divisions among the force, it simply cannot
afford to forget the hard-won lessons that it has learned from the conflicts in Afghanistan
and Irag anymore than it can afford to ignore the potentral for it to prevail against future .
conventional threats, '

Conclusion: The Umted States Army must focus on how it must develop a professmnally
agile force that accepts the entire range of full spectrum operations, possesses the

cognitive ability required to understand the battlefield environment beyond a simple
assessment of enemy military capability, and exhibits the operational expertise required

to formulate an approprrate response to emerging threats -
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Preface

As with many veterans of Operations IRAQI FREEDOM and ENDURING

 FREEDOM, a si ignificant number of hours contemplating and discussing the United

States Army and its approach to the prevailing threats to national security. Having
observed the advent of counterinsurgency doctrine, both before and during the now
famous surge of 2007, I fear that the US Army has not yet fully articulated a clear
expectatlon for its leaders to reconcile the hard-won lessons of nearly ten years of
-experience in Iraq and Afghanistan with a more traditional approach to-high-intensity

conflict. While many opponents have argued for a departure from countennsurgency, and -

irregular warfare doctrine as a valid concemn for conventional forces, in favor of a return -
to a more conventional tradition, this study attempts to provide a comprehensive
approach to full spectrum warfare that fosters an agile leader mindset and allows leaders
to conquer any environment. Without a clearly defined narrative for full-spectrum
warfare and a renewed approach to agile leader development, the Army will continue to
‘needlessly polarize over the right application of counterinsurgency doctrine. At the heart
of the issue, Army leaders must promote an aggressive return to training fundamentals
and values-based leadershlp Certainly, just as marksmanship, battle-drill proficiency,
physical fitness, and first-responder capability defined success for combined-arms
operations in-the past, the Army cannot afford to discount the important role that a
Soldier’s understanding of the environment plays in his ability to make the right decision.

il
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Introduction - . -,

Following nearly a decade of fighting in Afghanistan, and nearly as much time in Ifaq,

‘the United States Army stands at a pivotal crossroads as it internalizes the lessons from those

two conflicts and postures to defeat future threats to national security. Aside from a stark -

polarization between proponents for counterinsurgency doctrine and traditionalist adherents to-
high-intensity conflict doctrine, current Department of Defense projections for reduced

budgets and ménpower restrictions ensure that the Army must reconcile its-capability to

address threats across the entire operational spectrum with the substantially difficult reality -

.that it will remain an all-volunteer, fiscally constrained, strategically overtaxed, and 1‘elativé1y

small force. While the Army cannot afford to allow the current prbminence of

counterinsurgency doctrine to inordinately define ifs future, it must also regain its proficiency

' as a lethal combined-arms force without discarding the hard-won lessons that it has learned on

" the streets of Samarra or Kandahar. Unfortunately, the difficulty associated with providing

security in 'Iraq and Afghanistan has also seemingly caused the Army to doubt its fundamental

A\

belief in the preemlnent position that leadershlp plays on the battlefield. Rather than acceptmg

a mutually excluswe approach to elther countermsurgency or hlgh 1nten51ty CODﬂlCt asa

doctrinal construct, the US Army must remvest in the deveIopment of agile leaders at every

1

~echelon, who possess the technical and tactical profiéiency to wage war with the full extent of ‘

national military power at their disposal, yet also possess the situational awareness and

expdsure to the principles of counterinsurgency required to adapt to either environment.
A House Divided

In order to appropriately guide the formation of an agile leadership culture, the US

* Army must first establish a comprehénsive doctrinal approaéh to full spectrum warfare that

resonates across all echelons and provides leaders with the tools and operational context
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required to Iﬁ_ake sound decisions in any threat environment. Following the very recent
publication of Field Manual 7-0: T raining for F Lﬂl Spectrum Opemtiohs, the US Army has =
dramatic’allyv readjusted its framework for developing units and leaderé that are capable of '
addressing the myriad of potential threat environments that they will face in the contemporary
‘operating en\}ir'onrnent and beyond.vHowcver,v just aé the previoué eaition of FM 7-0-
represented a dramatic shift in favor of coun’terinsu‘rgency and irreguiar warfare, thé US Ammy
' inust ensﬁire that it does not overcorrect toward a pariochia;l view of high—inténsitly contlict and
losé the véry balance that the new document so ably suppoits.

While maﬁy leaders are wary of initiating yét another 1‘0u1id’of’ Q{ganizationai change - ;
within the force, having endured a sﬁcceséive wave of attempts at t'ransforrnatioh during the -
‘tepvur'es of General Erik K. Shinseki and General Peter J. Schoomaker as Chive‘f of Staff for the
Ammy, they are especially wary of any new efforts to redefine the ‘chtemporary opevraAting
éflv_ironrrf;ant.] Unfortunately, the recent prominence of couvnterinsurg;ency as é principle
training fo.c"usv for units bound for Irag or Afgha\nistan and Arrny"s dramatic restructuring
© effort to keep pace with a pﬁﬁishing operational tempb for forces deployed around thAeA world, .-
have also precipﬁtéted a sharp divide among Army leaders \over how the US Army should
i)osture for the future. That divide not only clouds aﬁy academic discufssion within the force,
but also needlessly prolongs cor_porate 'acceptanca' for a'leadership culture that appAreciatesvthe
. ﬁuid character of warfare in the médern era. Beyona the publicat'ionAbf new doctrihe, the US
. Army will undoubtedly face a significant battle within a fbrce ﬂ'iat does h(:'jt necessarily accept .

the .prernise that the currgnt operational continuum demands excellence in .Ith<3 principles of .

counterinsurgency and high-intensity conflict alike.

B

On one side of the issue, many of the proponents for counterinsurgency doctrine, who

have fought so hard to effect strategic change in Iraq and Afghanistan, believe that the current




. John C. Welch

op_e:rétional en\}ironﬁlenp provideé sufficient proof that future thréat organizations will
inevitab_ly rely oﬁ insurgent tactics to defeat thé United States Milita;y in a‘protracted struggle
that-the American people _will not likely tolerate.? Dubbed Co’indini;ms by their opponents,
they believe that even the most conventional cbnﬂicts will eventually devolve into a -
‘counterinsurgency environment through fhe mobilizétion of nascent guerilla groups that seek

| _ to seize the opportunity to damage the US Military’s reputation or through the reversion of a
defeated conventional army to guerilla' tacticsintenf on achieving the same end.”

On the other side 6f the current debate, méﬁy traditipnalisi offic\ers believe that the
current force is dangerously ﬂl-prepargd to counter the looming coﬁventional threats
associated with an ascendanf People’s Republi(‘; ofi China or an increasingly aggressive North
AKorea.4 In p_articulzil;, the recent hostilit@es between the two Koreas in late 20 10 has justifiably
sparked a ren'ewéd debate over whether the United_States'AfmyAis capable of reorienting its
'fo-rce to addfess similar threats to national seéurity_. In light of that érgument, the ArrAny’s. '
increasiﬂg atropl&y. in traditional battle comrn‘an‘d system proficiency, leads rnany: to believe
that the Army cannot address such conventional threats without a deliberate reorientation
toward high-intensity conflict.” |

While each of 'these ar'gumeﬁts i'ely on generally valid assessments, the bitter-
polarization that exists between these two schools of thought only serves to obscure the
logi_cal‘ conclusion that the Army undoubtedly needs to prepare for both environments as part
of a comprehensive strategy for the future. .However, ;'ather than focusing on the developlﬁent

| of agile leaders who exhibit‘tl‘le'level of professional ﬂexibility aﬁd vision required to
proactive&y address _the full-spectrum of pbtential threat eﬁviro‘nments, the US Army hﬁs
largely assumed a reactive role in its apial‘o‘acll to the current operational environment. While

the revision of FM 7-0 marks a significant step in the right direction, the Army will continue

3
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to face high operational tempo reqﬁirements hnd limited dwell time for units that will further

. C
constrain its ability to deliberately implement organizational change. In addition, looming

o

I . '
budgetary constraints within the Department of Defense will undoubtedly force the Army to

Ieassess its' institutional, technologicél, operational, and strategic posture as it attempts to
adapt for _ihé future.S | |
| The Way Ahead

Recognizing the need for fundamental change wAithiri( the joint services,.Admirall
) Michael Mﬁllen’s cover letter.for the 2011 National Military Strategy provides a clear
~ admonition for each of the éervices to improve their capacity for full-spectrum o\pyeg\ationvs
through the dedicated development of agile 1ead¢r§, even in the face of anticipated budget
reductions.7’ As the subtitie for that documenf implies, America has reached a strategic
iﬂﬂectioﬁ point Wheré it must redefine its expectations for military‘leadership in the emerging
strategic enviroﬁment.‘ While the National Military Strategy does not address |
counterinshrgeﬁcy_ or high-ingénsity conﬂict_aé specific focal points, the absénce of those
terms Aonly serves to 1't;infor§:e the document’s consistent references to the requirement for
full-spectrum capability. Furthermore, its consistent focus on the requirement for agile |
leadership, and adaptation in the face of complex security environments, Vpro_vides a clear |
expectation for each of the servic’eskto conduct a sober asééssment of the org'anizatipnal biases_
 that inhibit érogressivechanges( in the developnient of their leaders_.8 -

In order to establish the sort of 1eadership culturé that the 2011 National Military |
Strategy outlines,' the US Army must pilrsue a delibérate'rec.:onciliation between the disparate
faéti_ons that'have developed in‘tthe Wal{e of tlie doctrinal de‘bates over the USmilinary’-s
approach in'Iraq’ and A;E\ghanisian. Apart fl"omvexacerbavting the current stru ggle for a clearly

articulated approach to full-spectrum warfare, that reconciliation must accentuate the

4
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. pressing nee.d for Army leaders to adapt to the Clianging ch,aracter of war while pr.eseifving a
! funidamental- respect for the Clausewitzian‘triiths of its fixed nature. While many leaders have
attempted to classify counterinsurgency as a more difr’icult form of warfare that supercedes
Carl von CiauseWitz’s ostensibly narrow, and exeeedingly kinetic, view of w‘ar as a classic
‘strugglebetween two con\ientional‘forces that adhere to the same rulebook, that position only
serves to inflame the traditionalist.carnp. Such proponents not only discard the Prussian
'military'tneorist’s.vieivs on the inherently violent nature of war and its relation to popular
support for its politicai objective, but they also run the risi< of elevating counterinsurgency
theory to a position of prominence that supercedes all other doctrine. In such an environment,
the US Army.must move beyond such distracting rhetoric if it hopes to engender a truly

“worthwhile discussion on the'p'ractical transformation of its doctrine.

’While the current polarization'among Army leaders certainly inhibits the\development
of agile leaders, asv it prevents the acce‘ptanee 'of a single narratiye for fuli—spectrum- o.perations
that can resonate throughout the force, it also distracts the 'Armylfrom addressing three critical
shortfalls in'its recent approaches to doctrinal reform: First, the US Army needs to reinforce |
the enduring lessons that it has drawn from the contemporary operating environment asa
subset ‘of a'more complex narrati\te that encompasISes the entire range of full-spectrum
‘warfare. S‘econd, the US Army must reestablisii a comprehensive approach to training
management that prepares units for combat operations in Iraq and Afghanistan without
sacrificing traditional expectations for mission essential task proﬁcienc‘y. Third, the US Army.
must reform its approach toward leadership developm‘ent and profess_ional education in order
to prepare its leaders for an increasinély complex, and globally networked, threat
environment. |

Incorporating the Lessons of Counterinsurgency
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Beyond a discussion of the tactics, techniques and procedures that define the US

~ Amy’s 1mplementat10n of countermsurgency doctrlne the US Army needs to encourage a

robust evaluation for how it 1ntends to brid ge the gap between the operational experience tha;t
its leaders have accumulated over the last ten years with an increasingly prescient need for a
force that canap4p_ly that experience to the deifeat ofa near-peer competitor in a convcntivonval
conflict. Too often, both skeptics and adherents to the principles of popullatio(n-ccntric
\counterinsvurgencyf reduce the subject to a series of t’ips on cultural awarenéés, techniques fér
interagénc‘y partnership, successful methods for estab/lishing combined outposts With local
security forces, or best practices for negotiatibns witAh\ tribal powerbrokers. In doing so, they
often treat the'subject as if it«wer"e a separate and distinct approach to combat‘épérations in a

manner that belies its relevance to a broader approach to full-spectrum warfare.

Such myopic classifications of counterinsurgency practices make it extremely difficult

-~ for junior leaders to employ a wide array of lethal and non-lethal operations in an inherently
. diverse and nuanced security environment. At the heart of that issue, Army leaders-need to

‘evaluate how the contemporary operating environment has forced the Army- to rethink its

approach to organizational adaptation, its efforts to develop broad situational awareness
within the force, and guidance for the proportionate use of military force.
) Organizational Adaptation as a Lasting Requirement ~

Apart from establishing a nucleus of operational understanding within a force that has

endured over ten years of constant deployment, the US Army’s experiences in Iraq and

Afghanistan offer several key lessons that apply to both counterinsﬂrgency and high-intensity |
. conflict environments that it cannot afford to ignore. While that body of experience provides a

. number of practical lessons, it consistently highlights the important role that agile leaders

provide 1o successful military planning efforts-and the iterative adjustment of those plans in
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the face of ﬁn evol{/ing enefny template. As an organﬁzational culture, the US Arrny has
historicall.y breferred the use of doctrinal decision-making templates and elaborate ﬂow—char.ts
:to predicatively analyze'the outcome of warfare. However, the complex adaptive systems that
the US Army has faced in Afgha‘nistan'and Iraq have éhallenged the use of any simplistic
‘model for prgdicting the outcome of military operations in the contemporary operating
enviroﬁment. Conséquently, the emergence of cqunterinsufgency doctrine as an aécepted
school of -thought warrants evaluation aé a case study in the US Army’s willingness to accept
opinions anq operational approaches that differ from tﬁe mainstl'eam;

The Cﬁrrént popularity that Hcoﬁnterinsurgéncy doctrine ENjOYyS among many Army

leaders today has started to eclipse the fact that many convéntionally-minded leaders in Iraq

had begun to adapt their appfoacheS'to that conflict long before General Petraeus’ publication -

of Field Manual 3-24: Counterinsurgency. In particular, the 1015? Airborne Division, and the
- 3™ Armored Cavalry Division warrant significant credit for their adaptive use of
counterinsurgency doctrine in Mosul and Talafar during the early years of Operation Iragi’

Fr{aedom. However, before 2007 and the “Surge” in Irag, many other units at the company,

béttalion, and brigade level contributed to the vanguard of leaders who realized that the Army -

‘could not win in Iraq without a drastic change in the way it approached such é complex
_ environmeqt. Given the fact that many units still wrestle with core t’eﬁets of
counrtérinAsufgency‘ doctrine and their irnplementation,- the Army fnust assume tl)m[ any
attempts at doctrinal reform will require significant follow—throu,C_z,h.9 Ultiﬁrlately,\raAther than
fixating on specific tactics, techniques, and procedures for couﬁterinsurge11cy operations, the
US Army should focus on the fundamental resistance to change thét its leadership culture
‘impo’sed upon an emerging groundswell of tactical leaders who had the courage to challenge

the status quo.
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Beyond Cultﬁral Awareness -
Certainly, whether Viewéd fror;i-a strategic, operational, or tactical perspective;the
United States Army was not prepared for Counterinsurgency‘operations in éither Afghanistan
orIraq. In retrospect; Army units also undoubtediy compounded the detrimental effects of
rnajor combat operations on the local pdpulatidn w1th a pervasive ignorance of the social, |

political and cultural context for their actions. Often mischaracterized as a lack of cultural

‘awareness, imperfect situational awareness often negated many of the positive efforts that

-

coalition forces sought in either theater. However; more than ﬂie igﬁofance of cultural-or
soéiél ﬁorrns, the Army’s overarching deﬁciehcy cvi‘uring the operﬁng sfages of both conflicts
lay in the troublin.g lack of undéfstanding that US Arrny leadérs eﬁhibited toward the strerltvegic
implicationé for tactical and operational decisions in an extremély complex péliticall and A
social environment. While many have argued that fundarnéntal flaws in the United States
strategy for both Afghanistan or Iraq resulted in the prolonged cenflicts that continue to.' .

threaten both of those countries, the US Army cannot ignore the fact that its leaders were juét

~ as woefully unprepared to engage with a foreign population as they were to transition away

- from the high-intensity conflict environment that had defined the"Army’s approach to

training, organization, and strategy during the Cold War.

While the US Army has gone to great lengths to improve its corporate understanding

~ of the operational environment, and rightly apply a nuanced approach to coﬁnterinsurgen’cy

ghat addresses the pano‘ply of establishedApolitical and sécial frameworks _within a given
ope‘ratiﬁg environment, it stﬂl wrestles with a collective Vignorance of world history and. |
forelign affairs that stems from ‘American society as a whole.'® While some have argued that
the soldier on chc ground in Afghanistan is no more ofa political agent than one who stormed

the beaches of Noi*rnandy in 1944, the US Army cannot ignore the fact its men and women
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often deploy with only the faintest understanding of the énvironm‘ent they inteI{d to

inﬂuenéc.“ Such broad general‘izations vonly serve to discredit the.myriad of oberatiénal
experiences and oréanizational ev,Qlution that the Army experienced in the latter half of the V
twéntiefh century and the last decade of constant conflict. Givgn the urlcertain natu're of future -
operatiohal requirements, the US Army must establish an unbiased approaéh to its doctrine

for full spectrum Warfare in a manner that does not negate the important 1@5501}5 of Iraq oi‘ |
Afghanistan anymore than it could négate the important -léssons of World War II, Korea,
Vietnam, or Desert Storm. Howe‘ver;. givenh the dramatic shortfalls that fhe Arrny encountered
in the counterinsurgency environments of iraq ahd Afghanistan, it rﬁust also ensure lthat the’
correct lessons from those conflicts receive the imr.n‘e‘diatc attentiotrythaf they deserve.

As with the apparent surprise fhat the Army exhibitéd during the growth of ’a Suﬁni- |
led insurgeﬁcy in Iraq, and the resurgence of the Talibam in Afgha\nistan, many Army lea_a ers.
have not fa>r'ed well in their abili»ty to acﬁuratély a;sess the sentiments and moti‘vatioris for
insurgent support among a foreign pop‘ulatiion.12 If the United States Anny‘ expects’to
demonstrate any'rnaStery in countering enemy effo;ts to foment protracted insurgencies-in
fufure conﬂigtsv, it must aﬂdfess its ﬁistdric bias agéinst understanding the political, social and
cultural aspects.of human terrain in the contemporary opéAratiné énvironment.” Evenas Army

units have improved their resident knowledge of the Midd1§ East and Central Asia with each
successive combat deployment, tlﬂe" Army needs to c61‘p6ra-tely'accept that experience does not
necessarily equate to expertise. Especially wit‘hin’ Afghanistan, not evén‘the'local population
truly uﬁderstands the detrimental effects that thirty years of constant coﬁﬂict has imposed
upon their society.' If the US Army intends to déploy leaders who not only pvossess the
1'equi§ite knowledge 1'eqﬁi1‘ed to moveiconfidently Aamorig such a battered fabric of tribal

networks, but also posseSs the ability to apply that knowledge in a constructive fashion, it
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needs to pay particularly close attention to the level of institutional education that it provides

for such environmeénts.

.T ransitioning’.Bétw‘een Security Environments

| Man.y proponents for counterinsurgency doctrine. generally infer that the US _Am"1y’s_ :
corporate reliance on. heavy-handed tactiés in Irag and Afghanistan, in tandem with its general
: d.is-regard for the civilian population, only served to stre;ng_then insurgent pépularity following
.the-in'itial invasion of those .two countfies. How,ever, émoredé@iberate an,alyéis of the initial
invasioﬁ of Irag, reveals that a number of tactical leaders exhibited superb‘sit‘uatibnal
awareness and thoﬁghtful résppnse to extremely dynamic security situations set ‘amongst the
locél population. For example, L%eutenant Colonel Christopher Hughés démonstrated
rémarkablé leaHE{ship acumen wifh his well-p:ublicized decision to have his troops take a knee
and smile when faced with an angry érowd,of Iraqi lmen who feareﬂ that US soldiers were
intent upon entering the famous golden-domed shrine of Najaf in 2003.* Opponents to the-
softer, non-lefhal aspects of counte.rinsur‘g'ency doctrine might v»argue that Liéutenant Colonel
Hl;ghes’ decision needlessly placed American Soldiers in hérm’s Way.’However, the factlwthat
his battalion had just fought a.gainst entrenched insurgent forces as they entered Naj af, and
.then went on to fight further pitched battles a.long th.eir.adv,ance into northern Iréq, leads to the
more compellingt issue surrounding the role that leaders play'in balancing a unit’s tactical
posture with the 'varying degree of risk associated with any given security environment. Given
~ the unconventional nature of Lieutenant Coloﬁel Hughes order, and its successful outcome,
one must ask whether the US/JArmy approach to leader_ship devélopmemt is cﬁpable bf
.1'eproducing leaders who are ecjﬁipped to make such immediate and influential decisions in

- Future conflicts.
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Proportionate Use of Force

‘Perhaps the most difficult aspect thét leaders face in the contemporary operating
envifonment is the relationship between the proportionate use of force and the local
populétionA’s perceptions of the protection 't'hat.counterins‘ulrgenvt forces ostensibly are there to
provide. The current operational environments in Iraq ana Afgharﬁstan continué to present a
A compélﬁng "r‘equifement for well-l'Qﬁﬁdéd leaders who aré just as proficient in maﬁﬁging the
eliminatiori of insurgent networks through kinetic Qperations as they are in supporting host-
nation goVérnment efforté to enfranéhiseAtheAlocal population. At the lowest levels, those
Jeaders cdnsivstentlyifaoe the difficult fask ofv articulatihg a comprehensive approach fo pﬁe use
of lethal forqe that applies just as(readily to a conventi‘on.al raid objective on any given night
as it does to census éperations on the folléwing c‘i‘ay. o

~ Particularly in‘ Afghanistan, as the enemies of the United States continue to b‘ait patrols .

_into sustained engagements in popﬁlated zifeas and seek to trigger the use of air—dbeliv\ered )
tordnanc‘eon civilian coxﬁbounds, the lvovcal population’s perception of American constréint |
and juétiﬁed escalation of force piays an important ;ole in that country’s political rhetoric.
While the local pbpuiation may ’h.ive initia,ll}\/ vliewed the Unites Stéte’s‘ dominant use bf
military »pow\er with awe, that viéw has morphed into fear and resentment as the struggle in
that country has drawn out over the yeérs.Rather than treating this subject és a ﬁnique
obétacle that develops within counterinsurgency'environments,'the US Army ne‘eds to
récognize; thavtva fulcrum point exists in every potential covnﬂict environment where the court.
of world opinion and fhe.local civilian bopulafnio‘n will no lenger; tolerate the perception that
military dperations have resulted ih an inordinat¢ loss of innocent life. Whﬂe suéh pérceptioris '
obviously favor insurgent narratives, they also present a significént weapon that foreign -

governments have exploited to influence world opinion in conventional conflicts throughout
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_ history. In future conﬂiété, the United States Army must accept-the fact that it cannot enter.a
given security cnviroﬁment without inéUrring ;a’finite margin for error in its lethal taréeting
efforts. Consequently, it must develop dis’cemiﬁg leaders who understand the full range of
lethal response that th\eir formations can apply to ahy given engagement and make rational
decisions under fire. -

To that 'end,fArn.Jy lea&ers cohtinue to st}ruggle in fheir pur‘suit .Of Standgrdizéd '
guidance for the proportionafe use' of force and acceptable levels of risk during cémb at
operations. Adding to that deb.ate, the. weslt‘er'n news media anvd a number of voices from
within the military community have éften portrayéd populavtion—centric counterinsurgency

A‘do;:'trine as a wayward ﬁpproach that encourages leéders to place greater\'ralué on the
~ preservation of indigenoﬁs civilian lives than it does on the lives of American serlvice

members.m. While the notion that counterinsurgency does not allow for the use of lethal force.
is an absoluté fafce, th;rnixed reaction from units in Afghanistan to General Stanley A :
McChrystal’s Tactical Directive in 2009 ir;dica'tes that many leaders have failed to articulaée a.
viable expectaﬁon for their units to identify the potential for kinetic 'operafions to actually
: tlhreatén the sﬁccess 6f their ow_ar;all mission.#’ ‘Apart from the strategjc irﬂblications Vthat stem
from that ;eaction,‘ the operationél and tAactivcal reality fori forces currently deploy ed in Iraq and
Afghanisyta‘n' reinfo;ées the fact that kinetic opgratipns play an essentia} role in even the most

h _peimissive' population-centric counterinsurgency environments as long as leaders are able to |

appropriately asses the relevance of a given target and its 1‘elétionshiﬁ to the larger securit.y

’envir.onrnen‘t..Un.fortunately-; too many units continue to exhibit caustic attitudes towérd sound( .

priﬁcipleéfbr the proportiOna't(Ia use of force. Perhaps more than any other débate on the
elfects of the current operatidnal environment on the Army’s posture for future ¢onflicts, -

United States Army leaders need to establish a refined set of expectations for the
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proportionate use of military force.
| Returning to Fundamentals in Training |
While the US Army continues to wrestle with the assessment and inclusion of the
worthwhile lessons that the conflicts in Afghanistah and Iraq hax‘/e‘highlighted, it must also ,A
revitalize a number of leadership development and unit training strategies thét have dtmphied
over the last decade. As the US Arrhy has steered away from its traditional training
management approach, in favor of unit-specific pre-deployment training requirements
exclusive‘l)\r focused on cémbat readiness for counterinsurgency 0peyatic;ns~ at the piatoon and
é‘ompany level, it has forgottén many of the lessons that Lieutenant Gener"a‘l Arthur S. Collins
. artiéulatéd'ih his book Common Sense Training in 1978. Apart from influencing a US Army
approéch to training management that resﬁlte’d in .one of the most well-prepared fo'r'cesx for .
modern high-intensity conflict in the world, Collins’ work prompted the US Army to \solidif);
its Eight Step T raining Model and called for a recognition that fewer high-quality. training .
ever’lts’willlresult in better prepared units than a myriad of low-quality training events
copducted in rapid sufccessionl18 While ﬁost junior leaders in'the Army today would have a
hard time‘explai'ning the Army"s Fight Step Trainir;g Model'or their 'MissibriAEssential Task
List, the revised edition of FM 7-0 defnonstrates an important Arrny initiative to return to a
“comprehensive and methédical apﬁ;oach to training leaders’and uﬁits for c‘ombat.'
While mény leaders have laménted the fact that too many combal arms formations are
deploying tc; either Iraq or Afghanistan without traditional live-fire (raining qualifications, too
~ few leaders have fought toprbpose a composite'training model that addresses the ISre-
deployment training. 1'eq;111‘ements in concert with expectations for combat pl‘\OﬁCiGDC}’:]g‘
Fortunately, FM'7-O'plainly states that Army units must establiéh 2 demonstfated proficiency

in drills, marksmanship, fitness, and military occupational specialty training before they
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attempt to tackle thé more complex collective tasks.?’ While many I‘units have adopted certain
tasks as'sAociéted with stability and support operations as pért of their Mission Essential Task |
| List (METL), no formétibn can afford to _neglect its responsibility to its bglsicv wai' ‘fighting |
functions. Of course, the limited amount of time that a unit spends in its réset phaSé between
»deployiAnents pla.ces significant burdeﬁ on Armor and Artilléry units due to the ﬁnique
technical proficiency thét their épecific disciplines requiré.

Hoﬁever; the assurnption that the Army has placed .so much emphasis on
counterinsurgency training that units Qa{nnot find the required time to establish basic METL
proficiency at the platoon and comipany level is not valid. Too often, units rush in;o collective
training events that théy have designed to fully replicate the sgcurity énvironments of Iraq or
Afghanistan without ﬂrsf establishing the basic combat proficiency that thoseSécurityA
environments demand. While it is.unfairrto classify counterinsurgency as a “’graduate-lével’?
of warfare, leaders must appreciate that it is a-specific discipline thgt draws upon basic
combatﬁroﬁciency in order for units to successfully navigate the unicjtie challenges
associated with that environment. In much the same w;y that Airborne and Air Assault
Infantry units must remain proficient in their ability to conduct a deliberate atta.t':k before they
can expecf to employ their uni~qu'e capability for vertical envelopment, all units must

. demonstrate a ‘t;,asic" p;oficiency in the fundamentals of patrolling.before'theyvcan ever expect
to employ a unique capability for counterinsurgency operations. |
Leadership Culture Reform and Education
Doubtlessly.,‘ the Army’s ability to maintain pfofi;iency across such a wide range of -
‘ capabilifies relies upon an expectation that leaders and units have the_capacity to absorb such
- an enormous body of knowledge. As the Army atitempts to yet again expand its capability for

full-spectrum operations, it should take confidence in the fact that it has excelled in similar
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endeavors within the last t.hirty years. Iﬁ comparisen to the drematie transformation that
brought it out of the post-Vietnam era, the current requirement fo'r organizational reforms in
doctrine, leadership culture, and training .shoulld not appear se daunting. However, the Army
must not forget that the reforms of the 1980s largely relied on Armry’s inStitutional capability
to affect chaﬁge across the entire force. |
More than any oth’e;r erena, the Army’s Professional Military Educa}tic\)n providesa
centralized capability to affect change within the force at a modest cost over time. Although it
will undouetedly take some time to implement, the Army must focus on reforming its Officer
Education and Noﬁ—Commi.ssioned Officer Systems te better prepare leaders for the
contemperary operatir.lg eﬁvironment. Until then,.it needs. to rein?igofate thefundarnental
role that Training and Doctrine COmﬁland plays in promoting standardization at \the
Coﬁ;bined Training Center; and through the use of Mobile Training T.earn visits to units at
their home station. However, as With many of the Army’s current initiatives for |
tfansformaﬁon, the Army could learn a lot from recen_t efforts to ada;;t its approach to
- leadership development. | |
For example, in June 2000,\Army Chief of Staff General Erik K Shinseki established
.the Army Training and Leader Deﬁelopment Panel (ATLDP) in aﬁ effort to reform the |
Army’s lagging approach to training and le.éd‘e(ship development. Along Qith his other
transformational efforts to increase the Army’s expeditionary ca‘pability and reform its
organizational culture, ATLDP represented General Shinseki’s intent for brid.gi‘ng the
operational gap that existed between the Afmy’s experieﬁ'ces in Desert Storm with its
‘experiences in .the former Yugoslavian stétesz As with the development of the Stryker .Brig’ade
Cofnbat Team and Army Vision 2010 coneepts, which articulated a phased approaeh toward

an objective force capable of spanning a vast spectrum of future security environments,
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General Shinseki focused more on thedevel‘opmentpf agile leaders than he. did on the
technological or organizational initiatives that laréely define his legacy today. In similar
fashion, Geiyéral Peter J. Schoomaker aiso tried to in_still a numbe‘r of transformational
initiatives that fell to the wayside as the Army wrestled with a groWing need to support tile
more pressing 1'equirer‘ne‘nts that Afghanistan and Iraq irnpos;:d upon tllw force. With the-
b.peratiqnalv pressu;és' that that the USIArmy faces today, and the Iborning budgetary
constraints that the Department for VDefense has projected vforA the years ahead, many leaders
Wiﬂli;l the US Arrﬁy are justifiably wary of transformation as a concept in general. However,
if the Army cannot adapt its leadership culture in a manner that incor'porate‘é the lessons of the
current operational environment lwith the énduring requireinent for excgllencé in h‘ig,h—
~ intensity conﬂiét, then it risks failure in an inéreasiﬁgly complex global security environment.
: AS the ATLDP.sur\igy pointed éut, both Officers and Non-Commissiongd officers |
believed that the Army’s P.rofe'ssiolvlal Military Education system did not meet their
expectations Vfor a well_—rdundéd curriculum that prgpared them to succeedAin the (
conternp‘orary operating envil'onment. In addition, those leaders felt a compelling ‘néed to
pui'sue individual edu‘cafion outside of the Army in order to 1'ema}in professionally competitive
aﬁlong their p(f,ers.21 While the Army has addressed some of th¢ majﬁr pbints of the ATLDP"
study, it largely sﬁpportt‘ad.individual educationalAopportunities as an inééntive for retention, '
1‘at11c:.1“t11an .implementing an institutional chpability té educate leaders within the force. In thev
same fashion, although the Army has mavde' significant attempts to brbaderi its Prbfessional
Military \Education curriculum as a‘reéul;[‘ of the ATLDP stﬁdy, it has not fully ;addressed a
growing requirement for its leaders to éxhib_it a far more éomprehensive understanding of"the
'political, cultural, and historical contexts that have shaped the (\:c.)ntemporar‘y operating

_environment.
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Given the lasting ;elevance' of the ATLDP study, the United States Army c;ﬁnot
afford to miss the op‘portﬁni.t)‘/ to prévide its leaders with a _corhpréhensive understanding of
the local envirohment wherever it intends to corhmit combat forces. In contvrast;to the well-
established rﬁodel for United States military i’ntervention that tends to oversimplify the ,
investrngnt of resources and overarching securitAy‘conAce‘rns associated with military act_'ipn.in a
foreign land, the US Army must readdresys its basic eduéational quuireﬁents for leaders, at all.

levels, if it hopes to remove the stigma that its app‘roéch, to strategy is often “sirhple, quick,

‘ and wrong.”* Rather than isolating that requiygm‘eht for Comprehensivé eduéation asa
cqmpoﬁent of eXisﬁng eduéatioh systems, the US ‘Arrny needs to gddress t_he fundamental
deficiency that its lgadefs exhibit in world history, military history, and bolitical science; In

* the contemporary operating eﬁvironmé»nt, with the implications of glbbalization and the
increa;ingly dominant eff,écts of the information environmpnt on military operations;k the Us ':
Army must ensure that both its officers and non..-cornmissioned ’o‘fficers understand how their
actions affect strategic and operational objeétivlces: |

While the officer cbrpé would undoubtedly benefit frbm s’beciﬁc cornmissi‘oﬁing
1‘equirements that target undérgraduate sur.veys in political sci/ence‘and world history, the
Army should also invest in accredited, postgraduate-level courses that-focus on the
application of those disciplines within a cbntempdrary military context. Howéizer, in contrast
to every othe‘r.servicé in the joint community, the Armvy ﬁas yet to vimplernevnt an accreclitcd',

 graduate degree programr for its Intermediate Level Edu_cation schools. Rathér than
withholding the expectation for true graduate-level study at the Intermediate Level of - ‘

; Educati;dn, the US Army should 2o éven further and include such courses of study as par‘t of
the core curriculum for the Officer Basic and Capfain’s Career Courses. Such an investment

would undoubtedly reap an exponentially greater return for a comparatively meager
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investment from the US Army over the course of an officer’s career, and prepare leaders for

.
s

the graduate—level decision making ability that it demahds 1n the contemporary operating
environment. |
In similar fashion, the B’asic; and Advanced Non‘—CvornrnissionAed Officer courses do not

édequately prepare their graduatés for the complex political and social environments of the-
modern battlefield. In 'light. of that deficiency, the US Army éhould establish a program .of
undergraduéte—leVel courses designed to increase the corpora“te undersfanding of civil-military
interactions in the modern context, and offers the benefit of.transferable coHege credits to a
population of leaders that oftén do not have the time to pursue a traditjona] undergraduate
dégree. As with thé officer 'educativon system, the Army’s institutional tréining opportunities
provide a"viabie means for transforming the force Witho‘ut. imposing unnecessary distraction to
(ﬁnit training-progressions for'Afghanistén or Ira;q. | | | |

| In a budget-constrained envi’r_dnment, the Army must also look for opportunities to
invest in leadership development prograrﬁs that will not incur an exorbitant expense.“Whil‘e
American soldiers ha\;e alwayé demonstrated a knack for édaptability, demonstrating
initiétivé, and e;;ploiting-suc’cess 1n coﬁlbat, institutional Army systems do not typically affo;'d
leaders the opportunity to exercise those skills/ in a training environment. Numerous officers
: h;ave echoed this sentiment in their post—déployment inteﬁiews \;Vith the Center for Army
Lessons Leérned.l In particulgl'; a number of battalioﬁ gommanders have lé1nelitea the fact that
the Army invests much more trust and vauthority in its éompany commanders while they are
deployed in a combat en\}ironme_:nt than it does while they are back at tvhei‘r home station.® In
particular, those commanders felt that the institutional Arm); had doggedly clung to a status
quo approach to training, organization, and faéility support that had'changed very little since

the 1980’s. In particular, the US Army needs to encourage a much more decentralized
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approach to ‘r;isk Inanagement for off—'site training events and static live-fire mal’ksmansnip '
training in an effort to present a more balaneed expectation for competent leaders both' at
home and in combat. |
Similarly, along with an aggressive return to fundamental approaches to collective
“training and live-fire exercise certification, the Army should revitalize.its Aapproach to leader
tiaining. In particular, leaders should also expect their units to provide an intensive training
program that broaden‘s their experiential knowledge in both lethal and non—lethal capabil—ities.
Aside from merely integrating civilian role playere on the objective, units should develop
paitnefship programs'With local civic authorities that will allow leaders the opportunity to
appreciate the internal workings of'a functionali'civil administration piior' to any exnectation
that they can rebuild one frern scratch in a foreign society ravaged by war.. Again, the Ariny
has corporately forgotten another essential lesson that Lieutenant General Collins promoted
back in 1978 with nis call for the Army to reeétablisn a program of Unit Schools that had
proven so effective during the'\Wc}rld War II era. Today, the use of unit-level bfficer .
Professional Development (OPD) and Non-Commissioned Ofﬁeer‘ Professional Develop‘me‘nt
(NCODP) ‘programs attempt te remain true to’that concept, but they rarely receive. the 1e\te1 of
vdeliberate attention that they des‘erve. \
| Conclusion
Just as the United States Army vmust adet a cdmpiehensive doctrinal approach to full-

specti‘um Warfare that can aceomrnodate both the principles of ceunterinsurgency and high'—
intensity conflict, it must aggressively pursue tlie development of an agile leadership calture
that can operate acress the full range of milita'ry operations. Altliougli the Army’s

developrment and implementation of counterinsurgency doctrine has led to sharp divisions

among the force, it simply cannot afford to forget the hard-won lessons that it has learned
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from the cenﬂicts in Afghanistan and Iraq anymore -than it can afford to ignere the potentigl ‘
“for it to prevail against future conventiona1 fhreats. In similar fashion, the Army cannot .ignm;e :
' the fact that it has failed to adequately prepare its leaders for the increasing complexity that |
they v-vﬂl face in the coﬁtemporary operating enQironmept anymore than it can afford to ignore
the need for a more comprehensive 'approaﬂch to training and education with‘inv‘the force. While
the recent revision of FM 7-0 represents a signifieant accomplishmeﬁt, the Army c’ann‘ot _
simply rely on doctrinal revision as it attempts to affect erganizational change. Instead the
Army must ihvest in i‘he One resource that‘can affect such change, and focus on the
. deyelepmeht of leaders who arev capabie of turning that doctrine into a force that is capable of

dominating the full-spectrum of warfare.
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